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HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF 
ICC 
Literature indicates that some of the initial 
researches about intercultural competence have 
been started during the era of 1960 
(Arasaratnam, 2016). After that, the interest of 
the researchers tilted towards the area of 
intercultural competence and that area has 
gained the attention. Some of the remarkable 
contributions and the nature of research practice 
in the field of intercultural competence by the 
researchers from the era of 1960 till now are 
mentioned in the subsequent paragraphs. 
During the era of 1960, the researchers pointed 
out the crucial features of intercultural 
communication. The nature of those researches 
focused on Americans who move to other 
countries for work and the individuals who were 
doing jobs (Gardner, 1962; Guthrie & Zektick, 
1967; Smith, 1966). These researchers recognize 
and examine the features of intercultural 
competence in the context of adaptation of new 
culture and the features include sensitivity, 
stability, openness, flexibility, etc. 
The research practice about the intercultural 
competence boosts up in late 1970. During this 
era, the researchers pointed out the crucial 
variables in cross-cultural competency or 
intercultural effectiveness. Hammer, Gudykunst, 
and Wiseman (1978) identified interpersonal 
relationships, psychological stress and 
communication effectiveness as the dimensions 
of intercultural effectiveness. Ruben and Kealey 
(1979) identified social and interpersonal 
behaviors (e.g. empathy, interaction 
management, display of respect etc.) that leads 
to the cross-cultural adaptation. These 
researchers have not preliminary focused on 
pointing the variables but also evaluated these 
variables in their studies and adopted 
quantitative research approach initially 
(Hammer et al., 1978; Ruben & Kealey, 1979). 
A study by Ruben (1977) discussed in detail 
about the elements of cross-cultural 
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effectiveness which have been pointed by 
several scholars.   
During 1980, research in this discipline got more 
attention when the International Journal of 
Intercultural Relations specified its special issue 
for ICC. Researchers come up to ICC with the 
approach when two cultures interact with each 
other and this approach was alike to the 
approach of pervious era (an adaptation of new 
culture). Interpersonal communication 
competence was the prime source of researchers 
to conceptualize ICC and extend it to the 
intercultural situations (Parks, 1994). For 
instance, an effort concerning the 
conceptualization of ICC by Spitzberg and 
Cupach (1984) indicated competence as 
appropriate and effective interaction has been a 
building block to investigate ICC.   
In the era of 1990, the researchers further 
extended the efforts of past researchers. For 
example, Dinges (1983) identified six 
techniques to examine appropriate and effective 
interaction during the intercultural 
communication, based on this approach (Chen, 
1990) proposed fifteen theorems and eleven 
prepositions concerning the components of ICC. 
Further mentioned that competence can be 
learned and characteristic. Some of the dominant 
theories of intercultural competence research 
have become the part of 1993 volume of 
International and Intercultural Communication 
Annual. These theories include Identity 
Negotiation Theory (Ting-Toomey, 1993), 
Identity Management Theory (Cupach & 
Imahori, 1993) and Anxiety Uncertainty 
Management Theory (Gudykunst, 1993). The 
contributions in the terms of intercultural 
competence theory were not only confined to the 
communication discipline but also other 
disciplines contributed well like an instructional 
model of intercultural strategic competence 
(Milhouse, 1996) and learning model for 
becoming interculturally competent (Taylor, 
1994). In intercultural research, a stunning effort 
for the interdisciplinary collaboration has been 
done in 1997 by International Academy for 
Intercultural Research. All the attainments in 
2000 era were the fruit of attempts done in 1990. 
In 2000, it is witnessed that intercultural 
effectiveness and ICC has been conceptually 
treated as the interchangeable terms in the 
research (Bradford, Allen, & Beisser, 2000). 
Regardless of various terms by which this area 
has been considered, there are several 
researchers who have done the remarkable 
contributions in the field of ICC. Deardorff 
(2006) documented a consensus about the 
definition of ICC from the most cited and well-
known scholars of intercultural competence and 
Arasaratnam and Banerjee (2011) demonstrated 
a culture-general model of intercultural 
competence. Spitzberg and Changnon (2009) 
and Deardorff (2009) wrote an inclusive chapter 
of introduction about the conceptualization of 
ICC in SAGE Handbook of Intercultural 
Competence. 
These above-mentioned eras have pointed the 
noteworthy contributions in investigating 
intercultural competence till now. It is a pivotal 
need to discuss the various models that have 
been adopted by the intercultural researchers 
throughout the globe. The next section contains 
the brief overview regarding the existing models 
of ICC. 
MODELS OF INTERCULTURAL 
COMMUNICATION COMPETENCE 
Over the years, several models of intercultural 
competence have been providing the platform 
for the researchers to explore this area by more 
sound and noteworthy contributions to the 
literature of ICC. It is also witnessed that these 
models are categorized into five main types 
based on the similarities among these models 
(Deardorff, 2009). These types are 
compositional, co-orientational, developmental, 
adaptational and causal process models of ICC. 
COMPOSITIONAL MODELS 
These models have pointed out the assumed 
elements of competence despite addressing the 
relationship between these elements. They are 
identical to the effort of (Turner, 1985) could 
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denote to the typology or analytic scheme. These 
models contain the lists of skills, traits, and 
characteristics which are assumed to be helpful 
for the individual to be competent in 
intercultural interaction. Howard Hamilton, 
Richardson, and Shuford (1998) identified 
several components of competence in their 
model of ICC. In the same manner, Hunter, 
White, and Godbey (2006) identified the cultural 
differences to compete universally and derived 
that an individual must have an understanding 
about his/her culture before getting into the other 
culture. Deardorff (2009) mentioned that 
compositional models are very helpful in 
defining the core elements of intercultural 
competence phenomena. However, the weakness 
lies in these models is about the theoretical 
perspective for defining ICC and they are not 
clear in representing the competence of the 
individual. 
CO-ORIENTATIONAL MODELS 
The prime concern of such models is to 
conceptualize the understanding of intercultural 
interaction its achievement or any of its 
variations like clarity, empathy, and accuracy 
etc. These models are more concentrated on the 
specific principles of shared meanings and 
similarities in the communication patterns. 
There is also a possibility that these models may 
represent the attributes of other models. Some of 
the efforts done by Fantini (1995) in which he 
sketched some of the components which are 
inevitably involved in the process of linguistics 
to attain the co-orientation. Additionally, he also 
anticipated the development by which the 
mindset of the communicators gradually 
demonstrates co-orientation. Byram (1997); 
Byram, Gribkova, and Starkey (2002); Byram 
and Zarate (1996) focused on the identity of the 
individual within and diverse cultures and 
developed the influencing model which is 
having various similarities with the with the co-
orientational models. Their model differentiates 
the understanding of intercultural and bicultural 
(Deardorff, 2009). If the competency in 
intercultural communication is perceived from 
the irregular interaction or the continuous 
relationship, then the key feature of time is still 
neglected from the co-orientational and 
compositional models. To cope with the factor 
of time, the models of ICC must appraise the 
developmental approach. 
DEVELOPMENTAL MODELS 
These models are divided into specific portions 
by which the advancement of the competence is 
progressed according to the assumed 
predictions. The factor of time of intercultural 
communication remains the supreme concern of 
these models. They may share the features of 
other models, but they focused on the 
developmental process of competence within the 
assumed duration. The process escalating 
competence in the intercultural encounter have 
been witnessed in various models. For example, 
King and Baxter Magolda (2005) establish the 
model of intercultural maturity in which they 
pointed three levels: initial, intermediate and 
mature levels through that competence could be 
advanced. Bennett (1986) developed the 
intercultural sensitivity model in which six 
stages of one’s cultural differences have been 
considered. The conception of cultural shock 
into the model of intercultural adjustment has 
been introduced by Gullahorn and Gullahorn 
(1963) in their U-curve model. This model has 
been considered as the most dominant 
developmental model of that time (Deardorff, 
2009). It is encountered that developmental 
model has got the recognition about the 
progression of relationships and interactions and 
considerable stronger in orderly steps. But, they 
tend to be weak in the development of 
intercultural or interpersonal competence 
(Deardorff, 2009). 
ADAPTATIONAL MODELS 
Two exclusive features that are commonly 
witnessed in these models: Firstly, they 
generally focus on the several individuals who 
are involved in the communication process. 
Secondly, they highlight the relationship of 
several communicators by modeling the process 
of collective adjustment. The several 
communicators might be placed as reflecting 
each other conceptually, and the progress 
regarding their adjustment might be predicted to 
show several results, but the ultimate agenda is 
that competence is apparent to be in a shared 
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variation of understandings, attitudes and the 
actions grounded on the communication with the 
individuals of diverse cultures. Therefore, 
intercultural adaptation itself is a core element of 
intercultural competence. Kim (1988) have 
segmented the complicated model regarding 
intercultural adaptation in which mindset of the 
one person develops a communicator to 
experience the intercultural interaction to apprise 
the competence about communication with the 
member of different cultural background. To 
attain competence, the concentration of 
adaptational models is about the adaptation of 
the cultures by the individuals (Spitzberg & 
Cupach, 1989). Theoretical issues are commonly 
encountered by the adaptational models besides 
that adaptation itself is an arguable indicator of 
intercultural competence (Spitzberg, 1993). 
Adaptation is apparent to be progressive until 
now it has to be explored the different sorts of 
shared adaptation obligatory in the several 
phases of the progress of competence in the 
adaptational models. 
CAUSAL PROCESS MODELS 
These models comprise of the specific 
relationships between the elements and are 
easier to describe or test. They reflect identical 
to a path model, with the proper set of several 
concepts approaching to the main effect that is 
usually the indicator of competence. Griffith and 
Harvey (2001) proposed a relationship of 
communication competence with the 
relationship quality directly and in the presence 
of other influencing variables. These factors 
have been identified by the past researchers of 
intercultural competence and these factors are 
further explored empirically in the causal path 
models of ICC. Arasaratnam and Banerjee 
(2011) addressed the causal process/culture 
general model of ICC. They proposed that 
sensation seeking leads to ICC and found that 
sensation seeking contributes to ICC in the 
presence of motivation and positive attitude 
towards culturally different ones. While, 
expanding this model with religiosity Nadeem, 
Mohammed, and Dalib (2017a) proposed a 
causal model of intercultural competence 
regarding the Non-Western context of Malaysia. 
Because, religion is considered as the vital force 
behind every interaction in the Non-Western 
context (Nadeem, Mohammed, & Dalib, 2017b). 
CONCLUSION 
According to the literature of intercultural 
competence, it is evident that causal process 
models of Arasaratnam are recognized as the 
culture general models of ICC and have been 
developed and addressed in the Western context. 
However, the Non-Western context is 
overlooked in the main stream discources of 
intercultural competence models. Therefore, it 
would be noteworthy for the upcoming 
researchers to investigate the causal 
process/culture general model of ICC in a Non-
Western context. 
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